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DETAILED ACTION 
Specification 

The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: 

• In paragraph 0014, line 3, change "As packets 45i.n" to - As packets 46i.n - 

• In paragraph 0041 , lines 8 and 0, change "milliseconds" to - nanoseconds - 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Also, the title of the invention is not descriptive. A new title is required that is 
clearly indicative of the invention to which the claims are directed. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C, 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1-3, 11-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Kling et al. (U.S. Patent Publication # 6,662,203 B1). 

Consider claim 1, Kling et al. show and disclose a method comprising: 
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examining a set of services to identify two or more parallel services performed by a 
common processor (Fig. 3, Job Scheduler 30 with job buffers 35A-D for holding 
asynchronous jobs (services) for later transfer to the processing core 40 with parallel 
processing execution pipelines 45A-D; column 5, lines 39-43 and column 6, lines 15-19 
that disclose the same details); 

processing a defined number of data elements to simulate a data flow through the set of 
services (Fig 3, Job Queue (JQ) 42 that represents a stack of synchronous and 
asynchronous jobs being processed, thereby simulating a data flow through the set of 
services; column 6, lines 20-23 that disclose the same details); 
determining an element ratio that defines the portion of data elements processed by 
each of the parallel services (Fig. 2A that graphically represents a proportion of time 
units when the lower priority synchronous jobs may execute (represented by the 
underlined time scale along x-axis) versus when the higher priority asynchronous jobs 
may execute (represented by the non-shaded area of the graph) in the absence of a 
delay queue DLAYQ 20; Fig 2B that discloses the same details when a delay queue is 
employed, thus disclosing means for determining an element ratio between the 
synchronous versus asynchronous jobs; column 4, lines 53-67 and column 5, lines 1-21 
that disclose the same details); and 

defining a scheduling service that distributes the data elements to each parallel service 
(Fig. 3, Job Scheduler 30 and Job Queue (JQ) 42 that provide a scheduling service to 
distribute the queued jobs to the parallel processing execution pipelines 45A-D; column 
5, lines 39-43 and column 6, lines 15-19 that disclose the same details). 
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Consider claim 2, and as it applies to claim 1 above, Kling et al. show and 
disclose a method comprising modifying the set of services to route the data elements 
based on the element ratio (Fig. 2A that graphically represents a proportion of time units 
when the lower priority synchronous jobs may execute (represented by the underlined 
time scale along x-axis) versus when the higher priority asynchronous jobs may execute 
(represented by the non-shaded area of the graph) in the absence of a delay queue 
DLAYQ 20; Fig 2B that discloses employing a modification by introducing a delay queue 
to route the data elements based on the element ratio, thereby improving the 
performance; column 4, lines 53-67 and column 5, lines 1-29 that disclose the same 
details). 

Consider claim 3, and as it applies to claim 2 above, Kling et al. disclose a 
method wherein the common processor is a packet engine (column 5, lines 61-63 that 
disclose the signal processing unit of the AXE Digital Switching System from 
Telefonaktiebolaget LM Ericsson with the same performing capabilities). 

Consider claim 1 1 , Kling et al. disclose a processing system which, when 
executed by the processor, cause that processor to: 

examine a set of services to identify two or more parallel services performed by a 
common processor (Claim 1; Fig. 3, Job Scheduler 30 with job buffers 35A-D for holding 
asynchronous jobs (services) for later transfer to the processing core 40 with parallel 
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processing execution pipelines 45A-D; column 5, lines 39-43 and column 6, lines 15-19 
that disclose the same details); 

process a defined number of data elements to simulate a data flow through the set of 
services (Fig 3, Job Queue (JQ) 42 that represents a stack of synchronous and 
asynchronous jobs being processed, thereby simulating a data flow through the set of 
services; column 6, lines 20-23 that disclose the same details); and 
determine an element ratio that defines the portion of data elements processed by each 
of the parallel services (Fig. 2A that graphically represents a proportion of time units 
when the lower priority synchronous jobs may execute (represented by the underlined 
time scale along x-axis) versus when the higher priority asynchronous jobs may execute 
(represented by the non-shaded area of the graph) in the absence of a delay queue 
DLAYQ 20; Fig 2B that discloses the same details when a delay queue is employed, 
thus disclosing means for determining an element ratio between the synchronous 
versus asynchronous jobs; column 4, lines 53-67 and column 5. lines 1-21 that disclose 
the same details); and 

define a scheduling service that distributes the data elements to each parallel service 
(Fig. 3, Job Scheduler 30 and Job Queue (JQ) 42 that provide a scheduling service to 
distribute the queued jobs to the parallel processing execution pipelines 45A-D; column 
5, lines 39-43 and column 6, lines 15-19 that disclose the same details). 

Consider claim 12, and as it applies to claim 11 above, Kling et al. disclose a 
processing system for modifying thie set of services to route the data elements based on 
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the element ratio (Fig. 2A that graphically represents a proportion of time units when the 
lower priority synchronous jobs may execute (represented by the underlined time scale 
along x-axis) versus when the higher priority asynchronous jobs may execute 
(represented by the non-shaded area of the graph) in the absence of a delay queue 
DLAYQ 20; Fig 2B that discloses employing a modification by introducing a delay queue 
to route the data elements based on the element ratio, thereby improving the 
performance; column 4, lines 53-67 and column 5, lines 1-29 that disclose the same 
details). 

Consider claim 13, and as it applies to claim 12 above, Kling et al. disclose a 
Processing system wherein the processor is a packet engine (column 5, lines 61-63 that 
disclose the signal processing unit of the AXE Digital Switching System from, 
Telefonaktiebolaget LM Ericsson with the same performing capabilities). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth 
in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior 
art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was 
made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall 
not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 
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Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 
Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 
Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 
Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claims 4, 9, 10, 14, 19 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kling et al. (U.S. Patent Publication # 6,662,203 B1) in view of 
Thompson et al. (U.S. Patent Publication # 7,114,158 B1). 

Consider claim 4 and as it applies to claim 1 above, Kling et al. discloses the 
method of the claimed invention, except determining an average processing time for 
each of the parallel services, the average processing time representing the average 
tihie that a parallel service requires to process a single data element. 



1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
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In the same field of endeavor, Thompson et al. disclose a method to determine 
an average processing time for each of the parallel services, the average processing 
time representing the average time that a parallel service requires to process a single 
data element (column 7, lines 53-57 that disclose average processing time for a single 
request in a system in which processing occurs in stages in which the application 
services execute batches of requests in parallel (Fig. 5; column 3, lines 63-65)). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to determine an average processing time for each of 
the parallel services, the average processing time representing the average time that a 
parallel service requires to process a single data element, as taught by Thompson et al., 
in the method of Kling et al., so that the overall processing time for a batch of requests 
can be calculated. 

Consider claim 9, and as it applies to claim 1 above, Kling et al. discloses the 
method of the claimed invention, except wherein the set of services is represented by a 
data flow graph. 

In the same field of endeavor, Thompson et al. disclose a method wherein the 
set of services is represented by a data flow graph (Fig. 5; column 9, lines 11-67 and 
column 10, lines 1-32 that describe the data flow graph details shown in Fig. 5). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to represent the set of services by a data flow graph. 
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as taught by Thompson et al., in the method of Kling et al., so that the processing 
sequence of a work packet can be clearly represented. 

Consider claim 10, and as it applies to claim 1 above, Kiing et al. disclose the 
method of the claimed invention, except wherein each data element is a data packet. 

In the same field of endeavor, Thompson et al. disclose a method wherein each 
data element is a data packet (Fig. 5; column 9, lines 13-18 that disclose generating 
work packets 232 (shown in Fig. 6)). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to represent each data element as a data packet, as 
taught by Thompson et al., in the method of Kling et al., so that a long message or file 
can be transmitted and processed as a batch of smaller, more manageable data 
packets. 

Consider claim 14 and as it applies to claim 11 above, Kling et al. disclose 
the claimed processing system except for determining an average processing time for 
each of the parallel services, wherein the average processing time represents the 
average time that a parallel service requires to process a single data element. 

In the same field of endeavor, Thompson et al. disclose a computer program 
product comprising instructions for determining an average processing time for each of 
the parallel services, wherein the average processing time represents the average time 
that a parallel service requires to process a single data element (claim 18; column 7, 
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lines 53-57 that disclose average processing time for a single request in a system in 
which processing occurs in stages in which the application services execute batches of 
requests in parallel (Fig. 5; column 3, lines 63-65)). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to provide computer program instructions for 
determining an average processing time for each of the parallel services, wherein the 
average processing time represents the average time that a parallel service requires to 
process a single data element, as taught by Thompson et al., in the processing system 
of Kling et al., so that the overall processing time for a batch of requests can be 
calculated. 

Consider claim 19, and as it applies to claim 11 above, Kling et al. disclose the 
processirig system of the claimed invention, except wherein the set of services is 
represented by a data flow graph. 

In the same field of endeavor, Thompson et al. disclose a computer program 
product, wherein the set of services Is represented by a data flow graph (Claim 18; Fig. 
5; column 9, lines 1 1-67 and column 10, lines 1-32 that describe the data flow graph 
details shown in Fig. 5). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to provide a set of computer instructions that process a 
set of services represented by a data flow graph, as taught by Thompson et al., in the 
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processing system of Kling et a!., so that the processing sequence of a work packet can 
be clearly represented. 



Consider claim 20, and as it applies to claim 11 above, Kling et al. disclose 
the claimed processing system except wherein each data element is a data packet. 

In the same field of endeavor, Thompson et al. disclose a set of computer 
instructions that process each data element, wherein each data element is a data 
packet (Claim 18; Fig. 5; column 9, lines 13-18 that disclose generating work packets 
232 (shown in Fig. 6)). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to provide a set of computer instructions that process 
each data element as a data packet, as taught by Thompson et al., in the processing 
system of Kling et al., so that a long message or file can be transmitted and processed 
as a batch of smaller, more manageable data packets. 

Claims 5 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Kling et al. (U.S. Patent Publication # 6,662,203 B1) in view of Thompson et al. 
(U.S. Patent Publication # 7,114,158 B1), and further in view of Ferguson et al. (U.S. 
Patent Publication # 7,215,637 B1). 

Consider claim 5, and as it applies to claim 4 above, Kling et al., as modified 
by Thompson et al., disclose the method of the claimed invention, except determining a 
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time-ratio product for each of tfie parallel services, the time-ratio product being based 
on the mathematical product of the average processing time and the element ratio. 

In the same field of endeavor, Ferguson et al. disclose a method of determining a 
time-ratio product for each of the parallel services, the time-ratio product being based 
on the mathematical product of the average processing time and the element ratio 
(column 45, lines 59-65 that describe four Per Bank Notification Queues 1700, wherein 
the four queues are serviced in the ratio: Q1 at 50%, Q2 at 25%, Q3 at 15%, and Q4 at 
10%, thereby disclosing an element ratio of 5:2.5:1.5:1 or 10:5:3:2, i.e. for 10 data 
elements processed from Q1, 5 data elements will be processed from Q2, 3 data 
elements will be processed from Q3 and 2 data elements will be processed from Q4; 
column 46, lines 17-18 which disclose that memory allocation for the stream is 
proportional to the stream's bandwidth, which for each queue type will be proportional to 
the average processing time for a data element multiplied by the number of data 
elements processed in a unit time multiplied by the element ratio of each queue). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to determine a time-ratio product for each of the 
parallel services, the time-ratio product being based on the mathematical product of the 
average processing time and the element ratio, as taught by Ferguson et al., in the 
method of Kling et al., as modified by Thompson et al., so proper load balancing of 
parallel services can be arranged. 
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Consider claim 15, and as it applies to claim 14 above, Kling et al., as modified 
by Thompson et a!., disclose the computer program product comprising Instructions for 
the claimed Invention, except determining a time-ratio product for each of the parallel 
services, wherein the time-ratio product is based on the mathematical product of the 
average processing time and the element ratio. 

In the same field of endeavor, Ferguson et al. disclose a system of determining a 
time-ratio product for each of the parallel services, the time-ratio product being based 
on the mathematical product of the average processing time and the element ratio 
(claim 7; column 45, lines 59-65 that describe four Per Bank Notification Queues 1700, 
wherein the four queues are serviced in the ratio: Q1 at 50%, Q2 at 25%, Q3 at 15%, 
and Q4 at 10%. thereby disclosing an element ratio of 5:2.5:1.5:1 or 10:5:3:2, i.e. for 10 
data elements processed from Q1, 5 data elements will be processed from Q2, 3 data 
elements will be processed from Q3 and 2 data elements will be processed from Q4; 
column 46, lines 17-18 which disclose that memory allocation for the stream is 
proportional to the stream's bandwidth, which for each queue type will be proportional to 
the average processing time for a data element multiplied by the number of data 
elements processed in a unit time multiplied by the element ratio of each queue). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to determine a time-ratio product for each of the 
parallel services, the time-ratio product being based on the mathematical product of the 
average processing time and the element ratio, as taught by Ferguson et al., in the 
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system of Kling et al., as modified by Thompson et al., so proper load balancing of 
parallel services can be arranged. 

Claims 6 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Kling et al. (U.S. Patent Publication # 6,662,203 B1) in view of Thompson et al. 
(U.S. Patent Publication # 7,114,158 B1) and further in view of Ferguson et al. (U.S. 
Patent Publication # 7,215,637 B1) and further in view of Bigus (U.S. Patent 
Publication # 5,442,730). 

Consider claim 6, and as it applies to claim 5 above, Kling et al., as modified 
by Thompson et al. and Ferguson et al., disclose a method of the claimed invention, 
except comparing the time-ratio products of each parallel process to determine a 
normalized ratio. 

In the same field of endeavor, Bigus discloses a method of comparing the time- 
ratio products of each parallel process to determine a normalized ratio (Fig. 9 that 
shows plots of three simulation runs, each for four different classes of jobs (Terminal, 
Batch, Transaction, and Distributed), with the vertical axis representing processing time 
for each job; and the table in Fig. 8 that shows the normalized values of the processing 
time for the corresponding classes, with the "Terminal" value normalized to 1 .0 in 
Example 1 "Desired" column; and other classes with values corresponding to the 
normalized value of 1 .0 for the Desired Terminal value; column 9, lines 58-68 and 
column 10, lines 9-19 that disclose the same details). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary sl<ill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to compare the time-ratio products of each parallel 
process to determine a nonnalized ratio, as taught by Bigus in the method of Kling et 
al., as modified by Thompson et al. and Ferguson et al., so that an easy comparison 
may be made for the relative processing time needed for each class of job or process. 

Consider claim 16, and as it applies to claim 15 above, Kling et al., as modified 
by Thompson et al. and Ferguson et al., disclose the claimed invention, except 
disclosing a computer program product further comprising instructions for comparing the 
time-ratio products of each parallel process to determine a normalized ratio. 

In the same field of endeavor, Bigus discloses a computer program product 
further comprising instructions for comparing the time-ratio products of each parallel 
process to determine a normalized ratio (Claims 12-14; Fig. 9 that shows plots of three 
simulation runs, each for four different classes of jobs (Terminal, Batch, Transaction, 
and Distributed), with the vertical axis representing processing time for each job; and 
the table in Fig. 8 that shows the normalized values of the processing time for the 
corresponding classes, with the "Terminal" value normalized to 1 .0 in Example 1 
"Desired" column; and other classes with values corresponding to the normalized value 
of 1.0 for the Desired Terminal value; column 9, lines 58-68 and column 10, lines 9-19 
that disclose the same details). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to provide a computer program product further 
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comprising instructions for comparing the time-ratio products of each parallel process to 
detemriine a normalized ratio, as taught by Bigus in the computer program product of 
Kling et al., as modified by Thompson et al. and Ferguson et al., so that an easy 
comparison may be made for the relative processing time needed for each class of job 
or process. 

Claims 7, 8, 17 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kling et al. (U.S. Patent Publication # 6,662,203 B1) in view of 
Thompson et al. (U.S. Patent Publication # 7,114,158 B1) and further in view of 
Ferguson et al. (U.S. Patent Publication # 7,215,637 B1) and further in view of Bigus 
(U.S. Patent Publication # 5,442,730), and further in view of Su et al. (U.S. Patent 
Publication # 6,625,161 B1). 

Consider claim 7, and as it applies to claim 6 above, Kling et a!., as modified 
by Thompson et al., Ferguson et al. and Bigus, disclose a method of the claimed 
invention, except modifying the set of services to route the data elements based on the 
normalized ratio. 

In the same field of endeavor, Su et al. disclose a method of modifying the set of 
services to route the data elements based on the normalized ratio (Fig. 4 that shows an 
adaptive network device 17 with four operational units to modify the set of services to 
route the data elements based on the normalized ratio; column 5, lines 39-67 and 
columns 6-7 that describe the operational details of modifying the services; flowchart of 
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Fig. 3, blocks 33, 35, and 31; column 4, lines 49-67 and column 5, lines 1-38 also show 
and disclose the same details). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to modify a set of services to route the data elements 
based on the normalized ratio, as taught by Su et al., in the method of Kling et al., as 
modified by Thompson et al., Ferguson et al. and Bigus, so that the network load can be 
property balanced and packet congestion avoided. 

Consider claim 8, and as it applies to claim 7 above, Kling et al., as modified 
by Thompson et al., Ferguson et al. and Bigus, disclose a method of the claimed 
invention, except defining a scheduling service that distributes the data elements to 
each parallel service. 

In the same field of endeavor, Su et al. disclose a method of defining a 
scheduling service that distributes the data elements to each parallel service (Fig. 4 that 
shows an adaptive network device 17 with four operational units that provide a 
scheduling service that distributes the data elements to each parallel service 139A-D; 
column 5, lines 39-67 and columns 6-7 that describe the operational details of the 
scheduling service). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to provide an scheduling service that distributes the 
data elements to each parallel service, as taught by Su et al., in the method of Kling et 
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al., as modified by Thompson et al., Ferguson et al. and Bigus, so tliat the networl< load 
can be properly balanced and packet congestion avoided. 

Consider claim 17, and as it applies to claim 16 above, Kling et al., as modified 
by Thompson et a!., Ferguson et al. and Bigus, disclose the claimed invention, except 
disclosing a computer program product further comprising modifying the set of services 
to route the data elements based on the normalized ratio. 

In the same field of endeavor, Su et al. disclose a computer program product 
further comprising instructions for modifying the set of services to route the data 
elements based on the normalized ratio (Claims 17-34; Fig. 4 that shows an adaptive 
network device 17 with four operational units to modify the set of services to route the 
data elements based on the normalized ratio; column 5, lines 39-67 and columns 6-7 
that describe the operational details of modifying the services; flowchart of Fig. 3, blocks 
33, 35, and 31; column 4, lines 49-67 and column 5, lines 1-38 also show and disclose 
the same details). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to provide a computer program product with 
instructions for modifying the set of services to route the data elements based on the 
normalized ratio, as taught by Su et al., in the computer program product of Kling et al., 
as modified by Thompson et a!., Ferguson et al. and Bigus, so that the network load can 
be properly balanced and packet congestion avoided. 
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Consider claim 18, and as it applies to claim 17 above, Kling et al., as modified 
by Thompson et al., Ferguson et al. and Bigus, disclose the claimed invention, except 
disclosing a computer program product with instructions for defining a scheduling 
service that distributes the data elements to each parallel service. 

In the same field of endeavor, Su et al. disclose a computer program product 
further comprising instructions for defining a scheduling service that distributes the data 
elements to each parallel service (Claims 17-34; Fig. 4 that shows an adaptive network 
device 17 with four operational units that provide a scheduling service that distributes 
the data elements to each parallel service 139A-D; column 5, lines 39-67 and columns 
6-7 that describe the operational details of the scheduling service). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to provide a computer program product with 
instructions for defining a scheduling service that distributes the data elements to each 
parallel service, as taught by Su et al., in the computer program product of Kling et al., 
as modified by Thompson et al.^ Ferguson et al. and Bigus, so that the network load can 
be properly balanced and packet congestion avoided. 

Claims 21 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Su et al. (U.S. Patent Publication # 6,625,161 B1), in view of Tal et al. (U.S. 
Patent Publication # 6,778,534 81 ). 
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Consider claim 21, Su et al. show and disclose a switcli (column 2, lines 50-58 
that disclose a network switch that includes a plurality of queues associated with each 
of the plurality of parallel communication channels) comprising: 
a network processor (Fig. 5, Processor block 87; column 10, lines 34-37 that disclose a 
network processor); including: 

a plurality of packet engines for processing packets (Fig. 5, Network Interface Devices 
83A-83C that process packets); 

a computer readable medium holding static configuration rules that specify the manner 
in which at least one of the packet engines is shared amongst multiple services 
performed by the at least one packet engine (column 10, lines 24-27 that disclose the 
Adaptive Network Device to be a personal computer with firmware or software); 
the configuration rules specifying a value that defines a ratio of packets processed by 
the multiple services to route data packets according to the ratio amongst the multiple 
services executed by the packet engine (Abstract, lines 6-10 that disclose dynamic 
assignment of traffic aggregates to queues based on measuring the queue load ratio 
associated with the lengths of the queues for each of the parallel communication 
channels; column 2, lines 37-45 that disclose the same details; column 5, lines 29-67 
and column 6 that describe the details of routing data packets). 

However, Su et al. do not specifically disclose a media access control (MAC) . 
addressable device. 

In the same field of endeavor, Tal et al. disclose a media access control (MAC) 
addressable device (Fig. 2, Network Processor 100; column 5, lines 5-11 that disclose 
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the parallel packet processing capability of the Network Processor; column 7, lines 45- 
50 that disclose a hash table for MAC address processing). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to provide a media access control (MAC) addressable 
device, as taught by Tal et ah, in the switch of Su et al., so that the switch can forward 
packets addressable by MAC addresses to appropriate destination. 

Consider claim 22, and as it applies to claim 21 above, Su et al., as modified 
by Tal et al., disclose the claimed invention, including a scheduling service that 
distributes packets to the multiple parallel services according to the value specified by 
the static configuration rules (Fig. 4, queue scheduler block 211, column 6, lines 49-64 
that disclose the queue scheduler that distributes packets to the multiple parallel 
services 15A-D based on different configuration rules). 

Conclusion 

Any response to this Office Action should be faxed to (571) 273-8300 or mailed 

to: 

Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

Art Unit: 2143 

Hand-delivered responses should be brought to 

Customer Service Window 
Randolph Building 
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401 Dulany Street 
Alexandria, VA 22314 



Any inquiry concerning this connmunication or earlier communications from the 
Examiner should be directed to Kishin G. BelanI whose telephone number is (571) 270- 
1768. The Examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday from 6:30 am to 
5:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the Examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the Examiner's 
supervisor, David Wiley can be reached on (571) 272-3923. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (571) 273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free) or 703-305-3028. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist/customer service whose telephone 
number is (571)272-0800. 



Kishin G. Belani 
K.G.B./kgb 



July 31, 2007 
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